Updated T2K measurements of muon neutrino and antineutrino disappearance using 1.5×10<sup>21</sup> protons on target by  & Kaboth, Asher
Updated T2K measurements of muon neutrino and antineutrino
disappearance using 1.5 × 1021 protons on target
K. Abe,47 J. Amey,16 C. Andreopoulos,45,26 M. Antonova,21 S. Aoki,23 A. Ariga,1 Y. Ashida,24 D. Autiero,28 S. Ban,24
M. Barbi,39 G. J. Barker,55 G. Barr,35 C. Barry,26 P. Bartet-Friburg,36 M. Batkiewicz,12 V. Berardi,17 S. Berkman,3,51
S. Bhadra,60 S. Bienstock,36 A. Blondel,11 S. Bolognesi,5 S. Bordoni,14,* S. B. Boyd,55 D. Brailsford,25 A. Bravar,11
C. Bronner,22 M. Buizza Avanzini,9 R. G. Calland,22 T. Campbell,7 S. Cao,13 S. L. Cartwright,43 M. G. Catanesi,17
A. Cervera,15 A. Chappell,55 C. Checchia,19 D. Cherdack,7 N. Chikuma,46 G. Christodoulou,26 A. Clifton,7 J. Coleman,26
G. Collazuol,19 D. Coplowe,35 A. Cudd,29 A. Dabrowska,12 G. De Rosa,18 T. Dealtry,25 P. F. Denner,55 S. R. Dennis,26
C. Densham,45 D. Dewhurst,35 F. Di Lodovico,38 S. Dolan,35 O. Drapier,9 K. E. Duffy,35 J. Dumarchez,36 P. Dunne,16
M. Dziewiecki,54 S. Emery-Schrenk,5 A. Ereditato,1 T. Feusels,3,51 A. J. Finch,25 G. A. Fiorentini,60 M. Friend,13,†
Y. Fujii,13,† D. Fukuda,33 Y. Fukuda,30 V. Galymov,28 A. Garcia,14 C. Giganti,36 F. Gizzarelli,5 T. Golan,58 M. Gonin,9
D. R. Hadley,55 L. Haegel,11 J. T. Haigh,55 D. Hansen,37 J. Harada,34 M. Hartz,22,51 T. Hasegawa,13,† N. C. Hastings,39
T. Hayashino,24 Y. Hayato,47,22 R. L. Helmer,51 A. Hillairet,52 T. Hiraki,24 A. Hiramoto,24 S. Hirota,24 M. Hogan,7
J. Holeczek,44 F. Hosomi,46 K. Huang,24 A. K. Ichikawa,24 M. Ikeda,47 J. Imber,9 J. Insler,27 R. A. Intonti,17 T. Ishida,13,†
T. Ishii,13,† E. Iwai,13 K. Iwamoto,46 A. Izmaylov,15,21 B. Jamieson,57 M. Jiang,24 S. Johnson,6 P. Jonsson,16 C. K. Jung,32,‡
M. Kabirnezhad,31 A. C. Kaboth,41,45 T. Kajita,48,‡ H. Kakuno,49 J. Kameda,47 D. Karlen,52,51 T. Katori,38 E. Kearns,2,22,‡
M. Khabibullin,21 A. Khotjantsev,21 H. Kim,34 J. Kim,3,51 S. King,38 J. Kisiel,44 A. Knight,55 A. Knox,25 T. Kobayashi,13,†
L. Koch,42 T. Koga,46 P. P. Koller,1 A. Konaka,51 L. L. Kormos,25 A. Korzenev,11 Y. Koshio,33,‡ K. Kowalik,31 W. Kropp,4
Y. Kudenko,21,§ R. Kurjata,54 T. Kutter,27 J. Lagoda,31 I. Lamont,25 M. Lamoureux,5 E. Larkin,55 P. Lasorak,38 M. Laveder,19
M. Lawe,25 M. Licciardi,9 T. Lindner,51 Z. J. Liptak,6 R. P. Litchfield,16 X. Li,32 A. Longhin,19 J. P. Lopez,6 T. Lou,46
L. Ludovici,20 X. Lu,35 L. Magaletti,17 K. Mahn,29 M. Malek,43 S. Manly,40 L. Maret,11 A. D. Marino,6 J. F. Martin,50
P. Martins,38 S. Martynenko,32 T. Maruyama,13,† V. Matveev,21 K. Mavrokoridis,26 W. Y. Ma,16 E. Mazzucato,5
M. McCarthy,60 N. McCauley,26 K. S. McFarland,40 C. McGrew,32 A. Mefodiev,21 C. Metelko,26 M. Mezzetto,19
P. Mijakowski,31 A. Minamino,59 O. Mineev,21 S. Mine,4 A. Missert,6 M. Miura,47,‡ S. Moriyama,47,‡ J. Morrison,29
Th. A. Mueller,9 J. Myslik,52 T. Nakadaira,13,† M. Nakahata,47,22 K. G. Nakamura,24 K. Nakamura,22,13,† K. D. Nakamura,24
Y. Nakanishi,24 S. Nakayama,47,‡ T. Nakaya,24,22 K. Nakayoshi,13,† C. Nantais,50 C. Nielsen,3,51 M. Nirkko,1
K. Nishikawa,13,† Y. Nishimura,48 P. Novella,15 J. Nowak,25 H. M. O’Keeffe,25 K. Okumura,48,22 T. Okusawa,34
W. Oryszczak,53 S. M. Oser,3,51 T. Ovsyannikova,21 R. A. Owen,38 Y. Oyama,13,† V. Palladino,18 J. L. Palomino,32
V. Paolone,37 N. D. Patel,24 P. Paudyal,26 M. Pavin,36 D. Payne,26 J. D. Perkin,43 Y. Petrov,3,51 L. Pickard,43 L. Pickering,16
E. S. Pinzon Guerra,60 C. Pistillo,1 B. Popov,36,∥ M. Posiadala-Zezula,53 J.-M. Poutissou,51 R. Poutissou,51 A. Pritchard,26
P. Przewlocki,31 B. Quilain,24 T. Radermacher,42 E. Radicioni,17 P. N. Ratoff,25 M. Ravonel,11 M. A. Rayner,11 A. Redij,1
E. Reinherz-Aronis,7 C. Riccio,18 E. Rondio,31 B. Rossi,18 S. Roth,42 A. Rubbia,10 A. C. Ruggeri,18 A. Rychter,54
K. Sakashita,13,† F. Sánchez,14 E. Scantamburlo,11 K. Scholberg,8,‡ J. Schwehr,7 M. Scott,51 Y. Seiya,34 T. Sekiguchi,13,†
H. Sekiya,47,22,‡ D. Sgalaberna,11 R. Shah,45,35 A. Shaikhiev,21 F. Shaker,57 D. Shaw,25 M. Shiozawa,47,22 T. Shirahige,33
S. Short,38 M. Smy,4 J. T. Sobczyk,58 H. Sobel,4,22 M. Sorel,15 L. Southwell,25 J. Steinmann,42 T. Stewart,45 P. Stowell,43
Y. Suda,46 S. Suvorov,21 A. Suzuki,23 S. Y. Suzuki,13,† Y. Suzuki,22 R. Tacik,39,51 M. Tada,13,† A. Takeda,47 Y. Takeuchi,23,22
R. Tamura,46 H. K. Tanaka,47,‡ H. A. Tanaka,50,51,¶ D. Terhorst,42 R. Terri,38 T. Thakore,27 L. F. Thompson,43
S. Tobayama,3,51 W. Toki,7 T. Tomura,47 C. Touramanis,26 T. Tsukamoto,13,† M. Tzanov,27 Y. Uchida,16 M. Vagins,22,4
Z. Vallari,32 G. Vasseur,5 C. Vilela,32 T. Vladisavljevic,35,22 T. Wachala,12 C.W. Walter,8,‡ D. Wark,45,35 M. O. Wascko,16
A. Weber,45,35 R. Wendell,24,‡ R. J. Wilkes,56 M. J. Wilking,32 C. Wilkinson,1 J. R. Wilson,38 R. J. Wilson,7 C. Wret,16
Y. Yamada,13,† K. Yamamoto,34 M. Yamamoto,24 C. Yanagisawa,32,** T. Yano,23 S. Yen,51 N. Yershov,21 M. Yokoyama,46,‡
K. Yoshida,24 T. Yuan,6 M. Yu,60 A. Zalewska,12 J. Zalipska,31 L. Zambelli,13,† K. Zaremba,54 M. Ziembicki,54
E. D. Zimmerman,6 M. Zito,5 and J. Żmuda58
(The T2K Collaboration)
1University of Bern, Albert Einstein Center for Fundamental Physics,
Laboratory for High Energy Physics (LHEP), Bern, Switzerland
2Boston University, Department of Physics, Boston, Massachusetts, USA
3University of British Columbia, Department of Physics and Astronomy,
Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada
4University of California, Irvine, Department of Physics and Astronomy, Irvine, California, USA
5IRFU, CEA Saclay, Gif-sur-Yvette, France
6University of Colorado at Boulder, Department of Physics, Boulder, Colorado, USA
PHYSICAL REVIEW D 96, 011102(R) (2017)
2470-0010=2017=96(1)=011102(9) 011102-1 Published by the American Physical Society
RAPID COMMUNICATIONS
7Colorado State University, Department of Physics, Fort Collins, Colorado, USA
8Duke University, Department of Physics, Durham, North Carolina, USA
9Ecole Polytechnique, IN2P3-CNRS, Laboratoire Leprince-Ringuet, Palaiseau, France
10ETH Zurich, Institute for Particle Physics, Zurich, Switzerland
11University of Geneva, Section de Physique, DPNC, Geneva, Switzerland
12H. Niewodniczanski Institute of Nuclear Physics PAN, Cracow, Poland
13High Energy Accelerator Research Organization (KEK), Tsukuba, Ibaraki, Japan
14Institut de Fisica d’Altes Energies (IFAE), The Barcelona Institute of Science and Technology, Campus
UAB, Bellaterra (Barcelona) Spain
15IFIC (CSIC & University of Valencia), Valencia, Spain
16Imperial College London, Department of Physics, London, United Kingdom
17INFN Sezione di Bari and Università e Politecnico di Bari,
Dipartimento Interuniversitario di Fisica, Bari, Italy
18INFN Sezione di Napoli and Università di Napoli, Dipartimento di Fisica, Napoli, Italy
19INFN Sezione di Padova and Università di Padova, Dipartimento di Fisica, Padova, Italy
20INFN Sezione di Roma and Università di Roma “La Sapienza,” Roma, Italy
21Institute for Nuclear Research of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow, Russia
22Kavli Institute for the Physics and Mathematics of the Universe (WPI), The University of Tokyo Institutes
for Advanced Study, University of Tokyo, Kashiwa, Chiba, Japan
23Kobe University, Kobe, Japan
24Kyoto University, Department of Physics, Kyoto, Japan
25Lancaster University, Physics Department, Lancaster, United Kingdom
26University of Liverpool, Department of Physics, Liverpool, United Kingdom
27Louisiana State University, Department of Physics and Astronomy, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, USA
28Université de Lyon, Université Claude Bernard Lyon 1, IPN Lyon (IN2P3), Villeurbanne, France
29Michigan State University, Department of Physics and Astronomy, East Lansing, Michigan, USA
30Miyagi University of Education, Department of Physics, Sendai, Japan
31National Centre for Nuclear Research, Warsaw, Poland
32State University of New York at Stony Brook, Department of Physics and Astronomy, Stony Brook,
New York, USA
33Okayama University, Department of Physics, Okayama, Japan
34Osaka City University, Department of Physics, Osaka, Japan
35Oxford University, Department of Physics, Oxford, United Kingdom
36UPMC, Université Paris Diderot, CNRS/IN2P3, Laboratoire de Physique Nucléaire et de Hautes
Energies (LPNHE), Paris, France
37University of Pittsburgh, Department of Physics and Astronomy, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, USA
38Queen Mary University of London, School of Physics and Astronomy, London, United Kingdom
39University of Regina, Department of Physics, Regina, Saskatchewan, Canada
40University of Rochester, Department of Physics and Astronomy, Rochester, New York, USA
41Royal Holloway University of London, Department of Physics, Egham, Surrey, United Kingdom
42RWTH Aachen University, III. Physikalisches Institut, Aachen, Germany
43University of Sheffield, Department of Physics and Astronomy, Sheffield, United Kingdom
44University of Silesia, Institute of Physics, Katowice, Poland
45STFC, Rutherford Appleton Laboratory, Harwell Oxford, and Daresbury Laboratory,
Warrington, United Kingdom
46University of Tokyo, Department of Physics, Tokyo, Japan
47University of Tokyo, Institute for Cosmic Ray Research, Kamioka Observatory, Kamioka, Japan
48University of Tokyo, Institute for Cosmic Ray Research, Research Center for Cosmic Neutrinos,
Kashiwa, Japan
49Tokyo Metropolitan University, Department of Physics, Tokyo, Japan
50University of Toronto, Department of Physics, Toronto, Ontario, Canada
51TRIUMF, Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada
52University of Victoria, Department of Physics and Astronomy, Victoria, British Columbia, Canada
53University of Warsaw, Faculty of Physics, Warsaw, Poland
54Warsaw University of Technology, Institute of Radioelectronics, Warsaw, Poland
55University of Warwick, Department of Physics, Coventry, United Kingdom
56University of Washington, Department of Physics, Seattle, Washington, USA
57University of Winnipeg, Department of Physics, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada
K. ABE et al. PHYSICAL REVIEW D 96, 011102(R) (2017)
011102-2
RAPID COMMUNICATIONS
58Wroclaw University, Faculty of Physics and Astronomy, Wroclaw, Poland
59Yokohama National University, Faculty of Engineering, Yokohama, Japan
60York University, Department of Physics and Astronomy, Toronto, Ontario, Canada
(Received 25 April 2017; published 31 July 2017)
We report measurements by the T2K experiment of the parameters θ23 and Δm232 governing the
disappearance of muon neutrinos and antineutrinos in the three-flavor neutrino oscillation model. Utilizing
the ability of the experiment to run with either a mainly neutrino or a mainly antineutrino beam, the
parameters are measured separately for neutrinos and antineutrinos. Using 7.482 × 1020 POT in neutrino
running mode and 7.471 × 1020 POT in antineutrino mode, T2K obtained sin2ðθ23Þ ¼ 0.51þ0.08−0.07 and
Δm232 ¼ 2.53þ0.15−0.13 × 10−3 eV2=c4 for neutrinos, and sin2ðθ¯23Þ ¼ 0.42þ0.25−0.07 and Δm¯232 ¼ 2.55þ0.33−0.27 ×
10−3 eV2=c4 for antineutrinos (assuming normal mass ordering). No significant differences between
the values of the parameters describing the disappearance of muon neutrinos and antineutrinos were
observed.
DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.96.011102
I. INTRODUCTION
An update to T2K’s results on the ν¯μ disappearance
oscillation analysis [1] using larger statistics and a sub-
stantial improvement to the analysis procedure is presented.
The results presented here include data taken in periods
where the beam was operated in neutrino mode, mainly
November 2010–May 2013 and in antineutrino mode, June
2014, November 2014–June 2015, and January 2016–May
2016. This corresponds to an exposure of 7.48 × 1020 and
7.47 × 1020 protons on target (POT) for neutrinos and
antineutrinos, respectively, reflecting an increase of 86.3%
of the antineutrino mode statistics compared to the result
reported in [1]. Data taken during the same periods were
used for the result reported in [2], with the difference that
only the muon neutrino and antineutrino candidate events
are used for the result presented here. Additional degrees of
freedom are also allowed in the present analysis to search
for potential differences between the oscillations of neu-
trinos and antineutrinos.
The standard picture of neutrino oscillations invokes
three species of neutrinos and a unitary mixing matrix
parameterized by three angles θ12, θ23, θ13 and a CP-
violating phase δCP, plus two mass-squared splittingsΔm232
andΔm221. In this model, the survival probability in vacuum
is identical for muon neutrinos and antineutrinos. For the
neutrino energies used by T2K, matter effects do not
significantly affect this symmetry. Any difference in
the oscillations could be interpreted as possible CPT
violation and/or evidence of nonstandard interactions
[3,4]. Nonstandard interactions include phenomena not
described by the Standard Model (SM). The analysis
presented allows the antineutrino oscillation parameters
for ν¯μ disappearance to vary independently from those
describing neutrino oscillations, i.e., θ23 ≠ θ¯23 and
Δm232 ≠ Δm¯232, where the barred parameters govern anti-
neutrino oscillations. All other parameters are assumed to
be the same for neutrinos and antineutrinos since this data
set cannot constrain them. A direct comparison, within the
same experiment, of the neutrino and antineutrino oscil-
lation parameters is an important check of this model.
II. EXPERIMENTAL APPARATUS
T2K utilizes the J-PARC facility operating in Tokai,
Japan. The neutrino beam illuminates detectors located
both off axis (at an angle of 2.5° to the beam axis) and on
axis. The off-axis configuration produces a narrow width
(in energy) neutrino beam that peaks around 0.6 GeV
which reduces backgrounds from higher-energy neutrino
interactions. This is the energy at which the first minimum
in the νμ and ν¯μ survival probability is expected to occur
at the T2K baseline. The Super-Kamiokande (SK)
50-kilotonne water Cherenkov detector [5,6], situated
295 km away on the off-axis direction, is used to detect
the oscillated neutrinos. The detector is divided by a
stainless steel structure into an inner detector (ID), which
has 11,129 inward-facing 20-inch-diameter photomultiplier
tubes, and an outer detector (OD), instrumented with 1,885
outward-facing 8-inch-diameter photomultiplier tubes that
is mainly used as a veto. The events at SK are timed using a
clock synchronized with the beam line using a GPS system
with <150 ns timing resolution.
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Located 280 m from the target are a suite of detectors
used to constrain the beam flux and backgrounds. These
include the on-axis detector (INGRID [7]) and a suite of
off-axis detectors (ND280: P∅D − π0 Detector [8], FGD-
Fine Grained Detector [9], TPC [10], ECAL [11] and
SMRD-Side Muon Range Detector [12]). The INGRID is
composed of seven vertical and seven horizontal modules
arranged in a cross pattern. Its primary purpose is to
measure and monitor the beam profile and stability using
neutrino interactions. The ND280 off-axis detector is a
magnetized composite detector designed to provide infor-
mation on the νμ and ν¯μ unoscillated spectra directed at SK
and constrain the dominant backgrounds. In addition, it
constrains the combination of flux and interaction cross
sections. Details of the experiment can be found in [13].
III. ANALYSIS DESCRIPTION
The data observed at the far detector are compared to the
predictions of the three-flavor oscillation model to make
statistical inferences. To be able to make those predictions,
a model of the experiment is constructed using a simulation
of the flux of neutrinos reaching the detectors and a model
describing the interactions of neutrinos. The predictions
from this model are compared to the data observed in the
near detectors to tune the predictions for the far detector by
constraining the model parameters. This section describes
the different parts of the analysis, focusing on the improve-
ments since the result reported in [1].
A. Beam flux prediction
The fluxes of the different flavors of neutrinos reaching
the detectors are predicted by a series of simulations [14].
The flux and properties of the proton beam reaching the
target are measured by the proton beam line monitors, and
used as inputs for the simulations. Interactions of the
protons in the graphite target and production of secondary
hadrons are then simulated using the FLUKA 2011 pack-
age [15]. Measurements from hadron production experi-
ments, in particular NA61/SHINE [16], are used to tune this
part of the simulation and the out-of-target interactions. The
propagation and decay in flight of the hadrons in the decay
tunnel are then simulated using the GEANT3 [17] and
GCALOR [18] packages. The fluxes are predicted using
the same procedure as in [1], with updated proton beam
parameters (profile of the proton beam on the target) due to
the additional data. Several sources of systematic uncer-
tainties (including beam line alignment, hadron production,
horn current and proton beam parameters) are considered to
produce, for each type of neutrino, an uncertainty on the
flux as a function of the neutrino energy. The obtained
uncertainties at the peak energy vary between 7% and 10%
depending on the neutrino flavor, the dominant contribu-
tion being the uncertainties on the production of hadrons in
the interactions happening in the target. The uncertainties
on the hadron interactions occurring outside of the target
also have a significant contribution, in particular for the
wrong-sign component of the flux (νμ when running in
antineutrino mode, and ν¯μ in neutrino mode).
Because of the differences in the production cross
section for positive and negative pions in the proton-carbon
interactions in the target, inverting the horn polarities does
not simply exchange the neutrino and antineutrino fluxes.
The ν¯μ flux in antineutrino mode is 20% smaller than the νμ
flux in neutrino mode, while the νμ contamination in
antineutrino mode is 3.3% around the peak energy, com-
pared to 2.4% ν¯μ contamination in neutrino mode.
B. Neutrino interaction models
A significant difference between neutrinos and antineu-
trinos which needs to be taken into account for a direct
comparison of their oscillations is the difference in their
interactions with matter. In T2K the signal interaction is the
charged current quasielastic (CCQE) one, νμ þ n→ pþ
μ− for neutrinos and ν¯μ þ p → nþ μþ for antineutrinos.
For this interaction mode and (anti)neutrinos of 0.6 GeV,
the cross section of νμ on 16O is larger than that of ν¯μ by
approximately a factor of 4. The main difference is a result
of the difference of the sign of the vector-axial inter-
ference term in the cross section [19,20], with additional
differences coming from nuclear effects.
Interactions of ν and ν¯ are modeled using the NEUT
Monte Carlo event generator [21–23]. CCQE events have
been generated according to the Smith-Moniz relativistic
Fermi gas (RFG) model [24] with corrections of long-range
nuclear correlations computed in random phase approxi-
mation (RPA) [22]. Multinucleon interaction (2p-2h) proc-
esses have been modeled following [22,25]. Single and
multipion processes are also included with the same
assumptions used in our previous publications [1,26].
The initial values and uncertainties of the interaction
model parameters are tuned by a fit of the near-detector
data. The fitted values are used to provide constraints for
the fit to extract oscillation parameters of the far detector
data. Data from MiniBooNE [27,28] and MINERνA
[29,30] on CCQE-like events are no longer exploited in
the near detector fit for setting priors for the CCQE axial
mass and the normalization of the multinucleon (2p-2h)
contribution, but are used in the choice of the default
model; RFGþ RPAþ 2p-2h was chosen because it is most
consistently able to describe current measurements from
MiniBooNE and MINERνA (see [31] for details).
With respect to our previous disappearance result [1] an
additional uncertainty in the description of the ground state
of the nucleus has been introduced. The difference between
the local Fermi gas model implemented in [22] and the
global RFG in NEUT has been parameterized as a function
of lepton momentum and angle and used as an uncertainty.
The treatment of 2p-2h interactions has also been
refined: two separate, uncorrelated parameters have been
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introduced for interactions on C and O in place of an
uncertainty on the A-scaling law. This choice is motivated
and made possible by the addition of the water-enriched
sample in the near detector fit. Since part of the uncer-
tainties on those processes are different for neutrinos and
antineutrinos, an additional 2p-2h normalization factor for
ν¯ was included to supplement these two parameters.
Finally further improvements involve the treatment of
coherent π production: a reweighting as a function of Eπ
from the Rein-Sehgal model [32] to the Berger-Sehgal one
[33] was applied to the Monte Carlo. In addition the
normalization of this process has been reduced to better
match dedicated measurements from MINERνA [34] and
T2K [35].
C. Near detector analysis
A binned likelihood fit of the events selected as charged
current (CC) interactions in the near detectors is used to
constrain the flux and neutrino interaction uncertainties,
producing a tuned prediction of the event rates at the far
detector. The analysis uses events observed in the tracker
(the 2 FGDs and 3 TPCs), with a reconstructed vertex in
one of the two FGDs, and identified as a muon neutrino
(antineutrino) CC interaction by identifying a μ− (μþ) using
the rate of energy deposition of the particle in the TPCs and
the measured momentum in the 0.2 T magnetic field. The
events are binned as a function of the momentum and angle
of the particle reconstructed as a μ− or μþ with respect to
the axis of the detector, and arranged in different samples
based on the topology of the event observed in the detector.
In neutrino beam mode, the samples are made based on
the number of pions reconstructed: 0 (enriched in CCQE
events), 1 πþ (enriched in CC resonant events) and
remaining events (mainly deep inelastic events). In anti-
neutrino beam mode, the samples are based on the number
of reconstructed TPC-FGD matched tracks: one (enriched
in CCQE events) or more than one (enriched in CC non QE
events), and on whether a μþ (ν¯μ samples) or a μ− (νμ
samples) was reconstructed.
Events are further separated according to whether their
vertices are reconstructed in FGD1 (CH target) or in FGD2
(42% water by mass) to give a total of 14 samples [36]. The
inclusion of the FGD2 samples reduces the uncertainty on
the predictions at the far detector by constraining the
parameters specific to oxygen nuclei: nucleon Fermi
momentum, nucleon binding energy and the normalization
of 2p-2h interactions. The data set for the neutrino beam
mode used in the near detector analysis is identical to the
previous result (5.82 × 1020 POT), but the statistics in
antineutrino beam mode were significantly increased, from
0.43 × 1020 to 2.84 × 1020 POT, which provides increased
ability to constrain the uncertainties in antineutrino running
mode, including the νμ component of the antineutrino mode
beam. Additionally, an improved parameterization of the
detector systematic uncertainties was implemented.
There are a total of 651 parameters in the near detector fit,
covering flux, interaction and detector uncertainties. The
p-value, computed by comparing the value of the χ2
obtained when fitting the data to the values obtained for
an ensemble of toy experiments, was found to be 8.6%. The
fit also reduces the uncertainties on the expected event rates
at the far detector, in particular by introducing anti-corre-
lations between flux and neutrino interactions uncertainties
as the near detector measurement is mainly sensitive to the
product of the two. The error on the number of expected
events in the far detector samples due to these uncertainties is
reduced from 10.8% to 2.8% for the νμ sample, from 11.9%
to 3.3% for the ν¯μ sample, and on the ratio of the expected
numbers of ν¯μ and νμ events from 6.1% to 1.8%.
D. Far detector
The far detector employed by T2K is the Super-
Kamiokande (SK) water Čerenkov detector [5,6]. Events
at the far detector (SK) are reconstructed using photo-
multiplier tube hits chosen based on the arrival time of the
hits relative to the leading edge of the neutrino spill.
To construct the analysis samples, events that are fully
contained and inside the fiducial volume (FCFV) are
selected. Events are defined as fully contained when there
is little activity in the outer detector and as inside the
fiducial volume when the distance from the reconstructed
interaction vertex to the nearest inner detector wall is larger
than 2 m. The fiducial mass determined by these criteria is
22.5 kiloton.
In order to enhance the purity of the samples in ν¯μ or νμ
CCQE events, a single muonlike Cherenkov ring is
required, corresponding to a muon momentum greater
than 200 MeV=c, and with no more than one delayed
electron.
The number of data andMC events passing each selection
criterion are shown in Tables I and II. Expected numbers of
events for MC are calculated assuming oscillations in the
normal hierarchy scenario with values of the atmo-
spheric parameters corresponding to the result reported in
TABLE I. The number of expected and observed events at SK
in neutrino mode after each selection is applied. Efficiency
numbers are calculated with respect to the number of MC events
generated in the fiducial volume (FV interaction).
Total CCQE CCnonQE ν¯e þ νe
Data MC ν¯μ νμ ν¯μ νμ þNC
FV interaction    744.9 6.4 100.2 11.6 246.1 380.6
FCFV 438 431.9 4.9 78.8 8.4 187.9 152.0
Single ring 220 223.5 4.7 73.5 4.6 70.7 70.1
μ-like 150 156.6 4.7 72.2 4.4 65.6 9.6
Pμ > 0.2 GeV 150 156.2 4.7 72.0 4.4 65.6 9.6
Ndecay-e < 2 135 137.8 4.6 71.3 4.1 48.5 9.2
Efficiency (%) 71.9 71.2 35.3 19.7 2.4
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[26], sin2ðθ23Þ ¼ sin2ðθ¯23Þ ¼ 0.528, Δm232 ¼ Δm¯232 ¼
2.509 × 10−3 eV2=c4, and sin2ðθ13Þ ¼ 0.0217 from [37].
The fraction of events corresponding to ν¯μ interactions in
neutrino beam mode is 6% while the fraction of νμ
interactions in antineutrino beam mode is 38%. The effi-
ciency and purity for νμ CCQE event selection in the
neutrino mode are estimated to be 71% and 52%, respec-
tively. For the antineutrino mode the efficiency and purity
are estimated to be 77% and 35% for ν¯μ CCQE. In both
modes, the rejection efficiency for NC event is 98%.
Table III summarizes the fractional error on the expected
number of SK events using a 1σ variation of the flux, cross
section, and far detector uncertainties.
E. Oscillation analysis
The analysis method here follows from what was
presented in [1]. As described in Sec. I, the three-flavor
neutrino oscillation formalism is extended to include
independent parameters sin2ðθ¯23Þ and Δm¯232 which only
affect antineutrino oscillations. Any difference between
sin2ðθ¯23Þ and sin2ðθ23Þ or Δm232 and Δm¯232 could be
interpreted as new physics.
With the number of events predicted in the antineutrino
sample, the uncertainties on the background models have a
non-negligible impact on the measurement of sin2ðθ¯23Þ and
Δm¯232. The largest is the contribution from the uncertainty
on sin2ðθ23Þ and Δm232 due to the significant neutrino
background in the antineutrino sample. This provides the
motivation for a simultaneous fit of the neutrino and
antineutrino data sets.
The oscillation parameters of interest, sin2ðθ23Þ, Δm232,
sin2ðθ¯23Þ and Δm¯232, are estimated using a maximum
likelihood fit to the measured reconstructed energy spectra
in the far detector, for neutrino mode and antineutrino mode
μ-like samples. In each case, fits are performed by
maximizing the marginal likelihood in the two dimensional
parameter space for each pair of parameters. The marginal
likelihood is obtained by integrating over the nuisance
parameters f with prior probability densities πðfÞ, giving a
likelihood as a function of only the relevant oscillation
parameters o:
LðoÞ ¼
Z Ybins
i
Liðo; fÞ × πðfÞdf; ð1Þ
where bins denotes the number of analysis bins. All other
oscillation parameters, except δCP, are treated as nuisance
parameters along with systematic parameters and are
marginalized in the construction of the likelihood in
accordance with the priors detailed in Table IV. δCP is
fixed to 0 in each fit as it has a negligible impact on the
disappearance spectra at T2K. Oscillation probabilities are
calculated using the full three-flavor oscillation framework
[38], with sin2ðθ¯23Þ and Δm¯232 for ν¯, and sin2ðθ23Þ and
TABLE II. The number of expected and observed events at SK
in antineutrino mode after each selection is applied. Efficiency
numbers are calculated with respect to the number of MC events
generated in the fiducial volume (FV interaction).
Total CCQE CCnonQE ν¯e þ νe
Data MC ν¯μ νμ ν¯μ νμ þNC
FV interaction    312.4 30.8 20.0 38.9 74.3 148.3
FCFV 170 180.5 24.9 15.0 29.1 54.1 57.2
Single ring 94 96.1 24.3 13.5 16.7 18.7 22.9
μ-like 78 74.5 24.0 13.4 16.2 17.4 3.6
Pμ > 0.2 GeV 78 74.4 23.9 13.4 16.2 17.4 3.6
Ndecay-e < 2 66 68.3 23.8 13.2 15.2 12.6 3.4
Efficiency (%) 77.3 66.0 39.1 17.0 2.3
TABLE III. Percentage change in the number of 1-ring
neutrino mode and antineutrino mode μ-like events before
the oscillation fit from 1σ systematic parameter variations, as-
suming the oscillation parameters sin2 2θ12 ¼ 0.846, sin2 2θ13 ¼
0.085, sin2 θ23 ¼ 0.528, Δm232 ¼ 2.509 × 10−3 eV2=c4,
Δm221 ¼ 7.53 × 10−5 eV2=c4, δCP ¼ 0 and normal hierarchy.
The numbers in the parenthesis correspond to the number
of parameters responsible for each group of systematic
uncertainties.
δnexpSK
.
nexpSK
Source of uncertainty
(number of parameters)
Neutrino
mode
Antineutrino
mode
Fluxþ ND280 constrained
cross section (without ND280
fit result) (61)
10.81% 11.92%
Fluxþ ND280 constrained
cross section
(using ND280 fit result) (61)
2.79% 3.26%
Fluxþ all cross section (65) 2.90% 3.35%
Super-Kamiokande detector
systematics (12)
3.86% 3.31%
Pion FSI and reinteractions (12) 1.48% 2.06%
Total (using ND280 fit result) (77) 5.06% 5.19%
TABLE IV. Prior constraints of the nuisance oscillation param-
eters in the fit. All the Gaussian priors are from [37].
Parameter Prior Range
sin2 θ23 Uniform [0;1]
sin2 2θ13 Gauss 0.085 0.005
sin2 2θ12 Gauss 0.846 0.021
Δm232 (NH) Uniform ½0;þ∞½
Δm231 (IH) Uniform  −∞; 0
Δm221 Gauss ð7.53 0.18Þ × 10−5 eV2=c4
δCP Fixed 0
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Δm232 for ν. Matter effects, almost negligible in this
analysis, are included with a matter density of ρ ¼
2.6 g=cm3 [39].
Confidence regions are constructed for the oscillation
parameters using the constant Δχ2 method [37]. We define
Δχ2 ¼ −2 lnðLðoÞ=maxðLÞÞ as the logarithm of the ratio
of the marginal likelihood at a point o in the sin2ð θ
ð−Þ
23Þ −
Δm
ð−Þ2
32 oscillation parameter space and the maximum
marginal likelihood. The confidence region is then defined
as the area of the oscillation parameter space for which
Δχ2 is less than a standard critical value. This method was
used as the difference between the confidence regions
produced by it and those obtained using the Feldman-
Cousins [40] method was found to be small. For the
Feldman-Cousins method, the critical chi-square values
were calculated for a coarse set of points in the oscillation
parameter space.
IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The reconstructed energy spectra of the events observed
during neutrino and antineutrino running modes are shown
in Fig. 1. These are overlaid with the predictions for the
best-fit values of the oscillation parameters assuming
normal hierarchy, and in the case of no oscillations. The
lower plots in Fig. 1 show the ratio of data to the
unoscillated spectrum.
Assuming normal hierarchy, the best-fit values obtained
for the parameters describing neutrino oscillations
are sin2ðθ23Þ ¼ 0.51 and Δm232 ¼ 2.53 × 10−3 eV2=c4
with 68% confidence intervals of 0.44–0.59 and
2.40–2.68ð×10−3 eV2=c4Þ, respectively. For the antineu-
trino parameters, the best-fit values are sin2ðθ¯23Þ ¼ 0.42
and Δm¯232 ¼ 2.55 × 10−3 eV2=c4 with 68% confidence
intervals of 0.35–0.67 and 2.28–2.88ð×10−3 eV2=c4Þ),
respectively. For comparison, the best-fit values (68% con-
fidence intervals) obtained when using the same oscillation
parameters for neutrinos and antineutrinos are 0.52 (0.43–
0.595) for sin2ðθ23Þ and 2.55 ð2.47–2.63Þ × 10−3 eV2=c4
for Δm232. The values for the inverted hierarchy can be
obtained by replacing Δm
ð−Þ2
32 by Δm
ð−Þ2
31, effectively chang-
ing the sign of Δm
ð−Þ2
32 and shifting its absolute value by
−Δm221 ¼ −7.53 × 10−5 eV2=c4. A goodness-of-fit test
was performed by comparing the best-fit value of the χ2
to the values obtained for an ensemble of toy experiments
generated with systematic variations and statistical fluctu-
ations, giving a p-value of 96%. In Fig. 2, the 90% con-
fidence regions obtained for the parameters describing the
disappearance of muon antineutrinos are compared to the
corresponding measurements by the Super-Kamiokande
collaboration using atmospheric antineutrino data [41] and
the MINOS collaboration using beam antineutrino data
[42]. This new measurement is consistent with the results
obtained by the SK and MINOS collaborations.
Our new measurements of [sin2ðθ23Þ, Δm232] and
[sin2ðθ¯23Þ, Δm¯232], using neutrino mode data corresponding
to 7.482 × 1020 POT and antineutrino mode data corre-
sponding to 7.471 × 1020 POT, provide no indication of
new physics. When analyzed both in the normal and
inverted hierarchy hypotheses the results are consistent
with the expectation that the parameters describing the
disappearance of muon neutrinos and antineutrinos are
equivalent. The data related to this measurement can be
found in [43].
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FIG. 1. Top: Reconstructed energy distribution of the 135 far
detector νμ-CCQE candidate events (left) and 66 ν¯μ-CCQE
candidate events (right), with predicted spectra for best-fit and
no oscillation cases. Bottom: Ratio to unoscillated predictions.
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FIG. 2. 90% confidence regions for sin2ðθ23Þ and Δm232 in ν
mode (corresponding to 7.482 × 1020POT) and ν¯-mode (corre-
sponding to 7.471 × 1020POT). Normal hierarchy is assumed.
90% confidence regions obtained by SK [41] and MINOS [42]
for ν¯ are also shown. The best-fit in the case sin2ðθ23Þ > 0.5 is
also displayed for comparison with the MINOS result.
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